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RECEIVED & INSPECTED

SEP 9 2 2003
----- Original Message----- FCC - MAILROOM
From: Clauson, Karen L.
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2003 5:54 PM
To: ‘Jodi Smith'
Ce: Oxley, J. Jeffery
Subject: FW- AZ 271 comments/DS1 capable loop issue/CABs
Jodi:

I got your voice mail. Jeff Oxley and I would be happy to talk with you. Is there a
time that would be most convenient for you? (Would 11:30 CST/12:30 eastern work?)
As background, copied below are the comments Eschelon filed recently in AZ on the
Staff's non-O8S report. (With respect to the OSS issues, Qwest has finally finalized OP-
5, but PO-20 has a long ways to go.)

As you may know, other CLECs have also filed comments about the DS1 capable
loop problem that is discussed in our AZ 271 comments. In June, 2003 (and since then),
Eschelon and other CLECs noticed a jump in the number of jeopardy notices for DS1
capable loops on the grounds of “service inquiry” for lack of qualified facilities (i.e., held
orders) in Arizona and other states. Eschelon and other CLECs asked Qwest about the
cause of this increase. Qwest has provided conflicting information, but has said generally
that the increase in jeopardy notices relates to a recent unilateral decision by Qwest to
interpret “special construction” in a new manner (different from how Qwest described it
to the FCC previously). In paragraph 164 of the FCC's 9-state Qwest 271 Order
(12/20/02), the FCC said: "The record shows that Qwest attempts to locate compatible
facilities for competing LECs" and "performs incremental facility work to make UNEs
available." In contrast, Qwest is now claiming that such activities (including loop
conditioning) are "special construction," so that orders are halted until a lengthy,
complicated request process, with high charges, is completed.

In a recent CMP notice, Qwest states that, in response to CLEC objections, it may
temporarily "suspend” some changes pending further discussion (though it can still
implement them unilaterally later) (If Qwest just pushes the change out until after it gets
271 approval, CLECs will still be faced with this problem, but Qwest will be in the
interLATA market in AZ.) In the CMP notice Qwest states that -- even if it suspends
some changes -- it will still require use of the special construction process in the
meantime in some instance. For example, Qwest will require use of the special
construction process for removal of 4 or more load coils in the meantime. (It appears that
Qwest may be suggesting that 3 or fewer load coils is under 18,000 feet, and 4 or more is
over 18, 000 feet.) In the Arizona June 12, 2002 cost case order, the Commission states:
"Staff witness Dunkel agreed with Sprint that Qwest's proposed conditioning charges are
excessive. Mr. Dunkel stated that 1t is not efficient for Qwest to send a person out to
unload a single loop at a time. Mr. Dunkel proposed a rate of $40 per loop to remove load
coils or bridge taps under 18,000 feet; $70 per location for aerial and buried loops over
18,000 feet; and $400 per location for underground loops. For loops over 18,000 feet, Mr.
Dunkel would also impose a $2 charge for each additional coil or tap at the same time,
location, and cable (Staff Ex. 30, at 51-52: Sched. WD-8).... We believe Staff’s
proposal fairly recognizes the costs incurred by Qwest and we, therefore, adopt Staff's




position on this issue."

This shows the AZ commission established rates for conditioning for both loops under
18,000 feet and loops over 18,000 feet. Therefore, Qwest's attempt to say that removing
load coils for 3 or fewer load coils (in the long term) and 4 or more load coils {even in the
short term) 1s "special construction” is contrary to the AZ cost case order. The cost case
order set an NRC charge; it did not say special construction charges/ICB rates apply.

If you haven't already done so, you may want to talk with MTI about the DS1
issue, MTT also filed comments on the DS1 issue in AZ (and discussed how what Qwest
is saying now is different from what it said to the FCC). I'll forward that information
separately.

Also copied below ia a complaint that Eschelon has filed in federal court relating
to missing records/access charges in AZ and other states. This remains a problem.

Karen I.. Clauson

Senior Director of Interconnection
Eschelon Telecom, Inc.

730 2nd Ave. South, Suite 1200
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Phone: 612-436-6026

Fax: 612-436-6126
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Federal Complaint re. CABs/usage-

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

AT SEATTLE

ESCHELON TELECOM OF WASHINGTON, ) No. C03-1296R

INC.; ESCHELON TELECOM OF ARIZONA, )
INC.; ESCHELON TELECOM OF ) COMPLAINT
COLORADQO, INC.; ESCHELON TELECOM )
OF MINNESOTA, INC.; ESCHELON )
TELECOM OF OREGON, INC.; and )
ESCHELON TELECOM OF UTAH, INC , )
)
Plaintiffs, )
)
VS. )
)
QWEST CORPORATION, )
)
Defendant. )
JURISDICTION AND VENUE

1. This Court has jurisdiction under 28 U.S C § 1332 The matter 1n controversy exceeds the
sum or value of $75,000, exclusive of interest and costs and is between citizens of different states.
Eschelon Telecom of Washington, Inc., ts incorporated in Minnesota and has its principal place of business
in Minnesota Eschelon Telecom of Arizona, Inc, is incorporated in Minnesota and has its principal place
of business in Minnesota. Eschelon Telecom of Colorade, Inc., is incorporated in Minnesota and has its
principal place of business in Minnesota. Eschelon Telecom of Minnesota, Inc., is incorporated in
Mmnesota and has its principal place of business mn Minnesota, Eschelon Telecom of Oregon, Inc,, is
mcorporated m Minnesota and has 1ts principal place of business in Minnesota. Eschelon Telecom of Utah,
Inc., 1s incorporated in Mimnesota and has its principal place of business in Minnesota Qwest Corporation
(“Qwest”) 1s incorporated in Delaware and has its principal place of business in Colorado.

2. This Court also has jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331. The claims stated herein arise under
the laws of the United States, specifically, the Telecommunications Act of 1996, codified in various
sections commencing at 47 US C § 151, et seg

3. The Westem District of Washington at Seattle is the proper venue under 28 U.S.C. § 1391. A
substantial part of the events or omissions giving rise to the claim occurred m King County, and Qwest is
subyject to personal jurisdiction in King County

PARTIES

4. Plamtiffs (collectively, “Eschelon™) are competitive local exchange carriers (“CLECs”) that



provide local exchange telephone service. Eschelon serves markets in Qwest's territory in Seattle-Tacoma,
Washington; Phoenix, Arizona, Denver-Boulder, Colorado; Mmneapols-St. Paul, Minnesota, Portland-
Salem-Eugene, Oregon; and Salt Lake City, Utah. Eschelon is the successor to American Telephone
Technology, Inc., Electro-Tel, Inc., Cady Telemanagement, Inc., and Advanced Telecommunications, Inc.
Eschelon provides local exchange telephone service to customers in two primary ways- through Eschelon’s
telephone network, and through a telephone network owned by an incumbent local exchange carrier (e g,
Qwest), to which Eschelon has or its predecessors had access pursuant to interconnection agreements as
required by 47U S C §§ 251-252. Eschelon has satisfied all prerequisites necessary to bring this action

5. Qwest is an incumbant local exchange carrier (“ILEC”) that, 1n pertinent part, provides
services, equipment, facilities, and network elements to Eschelon and other CLECs pursuant to
Interconnection agreements, as required by 47 U S C. §§ 251-252. Qwest merged with, and 1s the
successor to, U 8 West, Inc., the parent company of U § West Communications, Ine. (U § West™). Qwest
1s hable for the contracts that U S West entered into with Eschelon or Eschelon’s predecessors, as described
below

FACTS
The Parnes’ Interconnection Agreements

6. In 1999 and 2000, Qwest’s and Eschelon’s predecessors arbitrated, negotiated or opted 1nto
mterconnection agreements for every state in which they both do business, namely, Washington, Arizona,
Colorado, Minnesota, Oregon, and Utah. These agreements established rates, terms, and conditions for the
mterconnection of Eschelon’s and Qwest’s telecommunications networks, as well as for the provision of
certain services by Qwest to Eschelon.

7. For Washington, the mterconnection agreement 1s the “Agreement for Local Wireline
Network Interconnection and Service Resale” between U § West and American Telephone Technology,
Inc For Anzona, the agreement is the “Agreement for Local Wireline Network Interconnection and
Service Resale” between U S West and Amernican Telephone Technology, Inc. For Colorado, the
agreement is the “Interconnection Agreement” between U S West and Electro-Tel, Inc. For Minnesota, the
agreement ts the “Agreement for Local Wireline Network Interconnection and Service Resale” between U
S West and Cady Telemanagement, Inc For Oregon, the agreement is the “Agreement for Local Wirgline
Network Interconnection and Service Resale” between U S West and American Telephone Technology,
Inc. For Utah, the agreement 1s “Agreement for Local Wireling Network Interconnection and Service
Resale™ between U S West and Advanced Telecommunications, Inc. The foregoing contracts are
collectively referred to herein as the “Interconnection Agreements,”

8. On November 15, 2000, Qwest and Eschelon executed an “Interconnection Agreement
Amendment Terms” (“Interconnection Agreement Amendment”) that amended the terms of the
Interconnection Agreements.

Carrier Access Billing System

9. Qwest and Eschelon own and operate digital loop carrier facilities and voice switching
factlities in the geographic areas in which they do business. As the incumbent local exchange carrier,
Qwest 1s required by federal law to permit Eschelon and other local exchange carriers to mterconnect with
Qwest’s network Pursuant to the Interconnection Agreements, as amended, Eschelon leases Qwest’s
distribution and transport network to link Eschelon’s customers to Eschelon’s switches in order to provide
them with telecommunications services In addition, Eschelon leases combinations of Qwest’s distribution
plant and Qwest’s switching facilities to serve the portion of Eschelon’s customers that are not served by
Eschelon’s switches.

10. Under federal law, local exchange carriers, such as Eschelon, are to be compensated for the
cost of transporting and termmating telephone calls that are orignated or terminated from or to their
customers by customers of other telecommunicatrons carriers. If a caller in New York calls an Eschelon
customer in Washington, for example, Eschelon is entitled to collect an access charge from the caller’s long
distance carrier Similarly, if an Eschelon customer in Washington calls someone in New Yotk, Eschelon
is also entitled to collect an access charge from its customer’s long distance carrier

11. Qwest is one of several long distance carriers from which Eschelon is entitled to collect
access charges. Long distance carriers route calls to, and receive calls from, either designated Qwest end
office switches (dedicated end office transport), or from access tandems in every geographic area in which
Eschelon conducts busimess. In order to collect access charges, Eschelon must be able to provide long
distance carriers with call records of long distance calls, formatted according to industry standards These




records are produced by Eschelon’s switches in some instances, and by Qwest’s access tandem or local
switches or end office switches n others

12. In the industry, the process by which long distance calls generate records — which are used to
collect access charges from long distance carriers — 1s known as the Carrier Access Billing System
(“CABS”). Eschelon’s switches generate CABS records for long distance calls origmated by Eschelon’s
customers who are served by Eschelon’s switches (on-net customers). However, Eschelon must rely on
Qwest to provide CABS records of long distance calls receved by customers who are served by Eschelon’s
switches (on-net customers), as well as for all long distance calls made or recerved by Eschelon’s
customers who are served by Qwest’s switches using unbundled network element combinations (off-net
customers)

13 The underlying Interconnection Agreements for each state (e.g., Section 7 of Attachment 7 of
the Interconnectton Agreement for Mimnnesota) and Section 3.3 of the Interconnection Agreement
Amendment, require Qwest to provide complete and accurate CABS records for Eschelon’s on-net and off-
net customers on a daily basis so that Eschelon can bill interexchange or other companies for access
charges Therefore, Qwest is obligated to provide Eschelon with complete and accurate CABS records so
that Eschelon can collect the access charges 1t 15 entitled to from long distance carriers, including Qwest,
for long distance calls pursuant to the Interconnection Agreements and federal law

14, Qwest has provided Eschelon with some CABS records, but Eschelon has discovered that
Qwest has not provided all of the CABS records for Eschelon’s on-net and off-net customners In 2001 and
2002, Eschelon engaged third-party telecommunications consultants to audit the completeness and
accuracy of the CABS records provided to Eschelon by Qwest. The audits mcluded test calls to Eschelon
customers and test calls from Eschelon customers. In addition, Qwest conducted an audit of its CABS
records i cooperation with Eschelon. Based upon the most recent audit, Eschelon found that Qwest’s
CABS records failed to capture approximately 16% of the total call records for which Eschelon would have
been entitled to collect access charges In addition, Eschelon found that Qwest has not provided complete
and accurate CABS records for Qwest-carried long distance toll calls that terminated on Eschelon’s on-net
lines, an omission that financially benefits Qwest to Eschelon’s detriment

15. Qwest 1s liable for incidental and consequential damages under the Interconnection
Agreements for breaches that are repeated or are found to be a pattern of conduct. Qwest has continually
failed to provide Escheton with complete and accurate CABS records, even after Eschelon raised the issue
with Qwest. Qwest’s failure to provide Eschelon with complete and accurate CABS records deprives
Eschelon of substantial compensation to which Eschelon is entitled. As a result, Eschelon has been unable
to bill for and collect approximately $77,500 per month in access charges, for a total of approximately $1 2
mullion from March 2002 through May 2003 The Interconnection Agreements (e g, Section 4 of Part A of
the Interconnection Agreement for Minnesota, and Sections 17-18 of Attachment 7) also require Qwest to
pay for Eschelon’s audit costs Eschelon has incurred approximately $288,000 in auditing costs for the
most recent CABS auditing projects. Qwest has refused to pay such costs.

Automated Conversion of Eschelon’s Resale Customer Base to U/NE-E

16. Eschelon has been a wholesale customer of Qwest and its predecessors since 1996 Initially,
Eschelon purchased some of Qwest’s services under the “Resale” provisions of the Interconnection
Agreements. The Interconnection Agreements and federal law also allow Eschelon to provide
telecommunications service to its customers through Qwest’s unbundled network elements (“UNEs”).
UNESs are parts of an ILEC's (e g , Qwest’s) network, such as the loop, switching, and transport functions
Pursuant to 47 U.S C. § 251{c)(3), ILECs are required to offer UNEs for lease to CLECs UNEs enable a
CLEC to provide telecommunications service to customers who are not served directly by the CLEC’s
switch and telephone lines

17. In 2000, Eschelon had a contractual right to convert its base of 49,000 resale lines to a Qwest
product known as unbundled network element platform (“UNE-P”), as well as to order UNE-P for new
lines. However, Qwest was not prepared to provide Eschelon with the prices, services and quality that
Eschelon was entitled to under the UNE-P platform Instead, Qwest offered to provide the prices, services
and quality that Eschelon wanted through a new product (later called UNE-Eschelon or “UNE-E")

18 During the negotiations regarding UNE-E, Eschelon questioned how Qwest intended to
convert Eschelon’s 49,000 resale lines to UNE-E without disruption in service or functionality. Qwest
responded that 1t could perform an automated (as opposed to manual) conversion process, but Eschelon
would have to pay for Qwest to do so  Eschelon agreed. Pursuant to Paragraph 2.1 of the Interconnection
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Agreement Amendment, Qwest promised to convert Eschelon’s base of resale customers to the UNE-E
platform and release Eschelon from any termination liability in exchange for Eschelon’s payment to Qwest
of $10 million  Of the $10 million, Eschelon paid $4 million for Qwest to automatically convert
Eschelon’s resale customers to the UNE-E platform and avoid the service disruptions and errors that a
manuai conversion would cause

19. In addition to Qwest's promise to prevent service disruptions during the conversion 1tself,
Qwest promised that the conversion would result in accurate bills, so that the bills would no longer reflect
the wholesale discount associated with resale service, and would mstead show the UNE-E rates i the
[nterconnection Agreement Amendment Thus, Qwest was obligated to provide Eschelon with an
automated conversion to a working UNE-E product.

20. Despite Qwest's promises to the contrary, Qwest never converted {(automatically or
otherwise) Eschelon’s resale base to an accurately billed UNE-E product To date, Eschelon has not
obtamned any benefit from the $4 million 1t paid Qwest,

Commercially Viable DSL Service

21. CLECs typrcally provide their customers with high-speed Internet access through digital
subscriber lines (“DSL”) Under Section 2 2 of the Interconnection Agreement Amendment, Qwest agreed
to make DSL service available to Eschelon’s customers through the UNE-E platform, beginning November
15,2000 After the amendment was signed, Eschelon discovered that Qwest did not have a process in
place to provide commercially viabie DSL service As a result, Eschelon was not able to offer or provide its
customers with Qwest DSL service until August 2001, despite Qwest’s commitment to provide Eschelon
with DSL service as of November 15, 2000

22. Given that numerous Eschelon customers had ordered DSL service from Eschelon, and Qwest
was unable to fulfill the orders, Eschelon was required to purchase DSL service from another supplier at
substantially higher prices. As a result of Qwest’s breach, Eschelon’s costs to provide its customers with
DSL service was approximately $1 7 million higher than the costs Eschelon would have incurred
otherwise

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION — BREACH OF CONTRACT (CABS)

23. Eschelon re-alleges the allegations contained above

24. Qwest contracted with Eschelon and promised, for valuable consideration, to provide
complete and accurate CABS records for long distance calls to and from Eschelon’s customers for
Eschelon’s use 1n billing long distance carriers for access charges Eschelon performed its obligations in alt
material respects. Qwest has engaged in a pattern of conduct that has repeatedly breached the contract by
failing to provide Eschelon with the data necessary to bull for such calls. As a proximate result, Eschelon
has suffered damages (including incidental damages, consequential damages, and audit costs) in an amount
to be proven at trial (but no less than $1 2 million, from March 2002 through May 2003, plus the $288,000
n unpaid auditing costs that Eschelon incurred to confirm Qwest’s breaches).

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION ~ BREACH OF CONTRACT (UNE-E)

25. Eschelon re-alleges the allegations contained above.

26. Qwest contracied with Eschelon, and Eschelon paid Qwest consideration of $4 million, to
automatically convert Eschelon’s base of 49,000 resale lines to the UNE-E platform without disruption in
service or functionality Eschelon performed its obligations under the contract in all material respects.
Qwest has engaged 1n a pattern of conduct that repeatedly has breached the contract by failing to provide
the automated process, failing to convert Eschelon’s resale customer base to the UNE-E platform, and
failing to accurately bill Eschelon for UNE-E services. As a proximate result, Eschelon has not obtained
the benefit of its bargain and has suffered damages (including incidental and consequential damages) in an
amount to be proven at trial (but no less than the $4 million consideration Eschelon paid Qwest to perform
the automatic conversion)

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION — BREACH OF CONTRACT (DSL)

27. Eschelon re-alleges the allegations contained above
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31 (Qwest contracted with Eschelon, for valuable consideration, to make DSL service
availabie for Eschelon to sell to its customers. Eschelon performed its obligations in all material respects.
Qwest engaged in a pattern of conduct that repeatedly breached the contract by failing to provide the
promised service As a proximate result, Eschelon has suffered damages (including incidental and
consequential damages) in an amount to be proven at trial but no less than the $1 7 million m additional
costs that Eschelon has mcurred to obtain DSL service from a third party)

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Eschelon prays for the following relief

1 For actual, incidental, special, and consequential damages (in an amount to be proven at
trial, but for purposes of this pleading, no less than $7,188,000),

2 For prejudgment interest,

3. For all other such relief as the Court deems proper.

DATED this 16 day of June, 2003

GRAHAM & DUNN PC

Edward W. Pettigrew

WSBA# 2272

Email: epettigrew(@grahamdunn.com
Michael G. Atkins

WSBA# 26026

Email: matkins@grahamdunn.com
Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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271 Comments and Reply Comments:
----- Original Message-----

From:
Sent:
To:

Ce:
Subject:

Wagner, Kim K.

Friday, July 25, 2003 4:57 PM

acrain(@qwest.com; adubuqu@qwest.com; aisar@millerisar.com;
andrea.harris@allegiancetelecom.com; baschneider@z-tel.com;
bradley.carroll@cox com; BRECHER@gtlaw.com;
brian.thomas@twtelecom.com; cbutler@cc.state.az.us; chuttsel@czn.com;
csteese@steeselaw.com; danielwaggoner@dwt.com;
dconn@mcleodusa.com; dkbac@AOL.com; docket@cc.state.az.us;
gjohnson(@cc.state.az.us; eric.s.heath@mail.sprint.com;
hagoodb(@bellsouth.net; hpliskin@covad.com; jon_poston@prodigy.net;
joyce hundley@usdoj gov; jsburke@omlaw.com; jtopp@qwest.com;
kc1838@txmail.sve.com; kkirby@davisdixon.com;

lfarmer@cc state.az.us; lgodfrey@att.com; lipschultzd@moss-
barnett.com; Lyndall.Nipps@allegiancetelecom.com;
mark.dinunzio@cox.com; marktrinchero@dwt.com; mhazel@mtntel.com;
mhazzard@kelleydrye.com; mjarnol@qwest.com;
mkallenberg@cc.state.az.us; mmg@gknet.com; mpatten@rhd-law.com;
Mscott@cc.state.az.us; MZulevic@covad.com; PBullis@ag.state.az.us;
rwolters@att.com; sduffy@sprintmail com; swakefield@azruco.com,
tberg@tclaw.com; TCampbel@lrlaw.com; tew(@gknet.com;

thomas.f dixon@wcom.com; tracigrundon@dwt.com

Clauson, Karen L.

AZ Docket T-00000A-97-0238 / Reply Comments

Attached are Eschelon's Reply Comments in this docket.

Some of the documents are TIF files. After opening them, just click the arrow on the tool
bar to see the subsequent pages.
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Service Letter

July 26, 2003

RE- In the Matter of US West Communications, Inc ’s Compliance With
Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996
Docket Nos. T-00000A-97-0238

Dear Parties of Record.

Enclosed and served upon you is a copy of Eschelon’s Reply Comments Regarding Staff
Second Report, with Exhibits E-DD through E-NN in connection with the above-
referenced matter.

Sincerely,

Kim K. Wagner

Senior Legal Secretary
Eschelon Telecom, Inc.
612.436.6225

Enclosure




Reply Comments

BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION

MARC SPITZER
Chairman

JIM IRVIN
Commussioner

WILLIAM A, MUNDELL
Commissioner

JEFF HATCH-MILLER
Commissioner

MIKE GLEASON
Commuissioner

IN THE MATTER OF U S WEST Docket No. T-00000A-97-0238
COMMUNICATIONS, INC.’S COMPLIANCE

WITH SECTION 271 OF THE

TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996

ESCHELON’S REPLY COMMENTS
REGARDING STAFF SECOND REPORT

Pursuant to the Procedural Order dated July 9, 2003 in this matter, Eschelon Telecom, Inc.
(“Eschelon™) submus these Reply Comments regarding the Final Report and Recommendation on
Checklist Items 1 and 2 {*Second Report™} arising from the July 30-31, 2002 Workshop (“Workshop™) by
the Arizona Corporation Commission (“Commission” or “ACC") Utilities Division Staff (“Staff”)
Eschelon replies to the Comments of Qwest Corporation’s (“Qwest™) Regarding Staff’s Report and
Recommendation on July 30-31 Supplemental Workshop dated July 18, 2003 (“Qwest’s Comments™).

I. DISCUSSION

A. AIN AND VOICE MAIL WITH UNE-P

Based on the facts presented, Staff agreed with Eschelon’s position that certain Advanced
Intelligent Network (“AIN”) features and voice mail (Voice Messaging Service, or “VMS”) should be
made available with UNE-P  See Second Report, p. 10, 1§ 40-42. Qwest has stated that it will comply with
the Staff’s recommendation to provide those AIN features and voice mail with UNE-P. See Qwest’s

Comments, pp 4-5 (AIN) and 12-13 (voice mail). As indicated in Eschelon’s July 18, 2003 Comments in
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this matter (“Eschelon’s Comments,” p 11), this 1s an important issue  Staff and the Commission have
advanced competition i Arizona with this result

Two sub-issues remain with respect to the availability of certain AIN features and voice mail with
UNE-P' (1) CLEC facing documentation regarding feature availability, and (2) timing of implementation
With respect to the first 1ssue, Eschelon has asked the Commission to require Qwest to post a complete
“Features, Products & Services Unavailable with UNE-P Products” (with USOCs and language
description) document, as modified to reflect the availability of AIN features and voice mail with UNE-P,’
in a logical and readily accessible location on Qwest’s web site. Eschelon addressed this issue in its earlier
Comments (pp 11-14} and will not repeat that information here

With respect to the second issue, the Commission should address the timing of implementation of
the availability of AIN features and voice mail with UNE-P The Staff found that Qwest currently has an
obligation to provide AIN features to CLECs and that not to do so would be discriminatory. See Second
Report, p 10, 11 40-42 Staff also found that, because Qwest has commutted to provide voice mail with
UNE-P 1in Minnesota, “Qwest should also be required to make this feature available to CLECs in Arizona
which desire this feature with UNE-P.” Jd. p. 10, 141 Qwest has announced that 1t will provide voice
mail with UNE-P in Minnesota effective today, July 25, 2003 See Ex E-DD? (Qwest CMP notice
PCAT VMSwUNE-P_vl).

The Staff’s recommendations address a current discriminatory situation In Qwest’s Comments,
however, Qwest states that it will provide these features with UNE-P “after” the effective date of the FCC
order approving Qwest’s Section 271 application for the state of Arizona. See Qwest’s Comments, p. 5
{AIN) & p 12 (voice mail) Qwest does not commut to any deadline as to how long after the FCC’s Order
before 1t will do so There 1s no reason for delay Qwest is already providing AIN features on a platform

basis to some carriers,’ and Qwest it already obligated to provide voice mail with UNE-P in Minnesota as

' As indicated in footnote 21 in Eschelon’s Comments: “Although the documentation needs updating,
availability of the features themselves need not be delayed while that process takes place. When Qwest
chose to provide voice mail and AIN features with a platform product in the past, for example, Qwest did
not require any CMP process before providing those features ” See below

2 Eschelon’s Exhibits E-A through E-CC were filed previously in this matter Therefore, the Exhibit
numbers here begin with E-DD

3 See Second Report, p. 10 {4 40-41; see aiso Ex. E-EE (Qwest Data Request Response No. 001) In Ex.
E-EE, Qwest states that AIN features have been available on a platform basis to McLeod since November
of 2000 pursuant to Att 3 2, Section IV G of the McLeod Amendment Eschelon has the identical
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of the date of this filing * Adding the same features in another state would take very little time, particularly
1f Qwest starts the process promptly

If the Commussion accepts Qwest’s modified proposal to provide these features with UNE-P but
not until after FCC 271 approval, the Commission should require Qwest to take the steps necessary now to
be ready to do so immediately upon the effective date of FCC 271 approval. At least with respect to voice
mail, Qwest states that 1t will require an interconnection agreement (“ICA™) amendment to add the feature
and that 1t will use the Change Management Process (“*CMP™) to notitfy CLECs of the availabtlity of voice
matl with UNE-P  See Qwest’s Comments, p 13 Qwest states that it will not even begin to initiate these
steps until after FCC 271 approval See 1d There is no reason that Qwest cannot take those steps now so
that 1t 1s prepared to offer these features immediately upon FCC 271 approval.

For the reasons stated i the enclosed Minnesota filing, an ICA amendment is not required
between Eschelon and Qwest to obtamn voice mail with UNE-P. See Ex E-FF (July 2, 2003 letters with
attachments A-C).” Qwest 1s using the alleged need for an amendment as a delaying tactic See id.
Nonetheless, Eschelon will take the path of least resistance and sign an amendment to obtain voice mail
with UNE-P as promptly as possible The content of Qwest’s required ICA amendment 15 known, because
Qwest imposed the same requirement in Minnesota Eschelon has substituted Arizona for Minnesota in
that amendment and executed 1t. See Ex. E-GG (voice mail with UNE-P ICA amendment for Arizona,
executed by Eschelon) Eschelon asks Qwest to sign the amendment as well No further delay is necessary
for voice mail or AIN features ® If the Commission accepts Qwest’s modified proposal to provide certamn
AIN features and voice mail with UNE-P but not until after FCC 271 approval, the Commission should
require Qwest to take the steps necessary now to be ready to do so immediately upon the effective date of
FCC 271 approval

B. SWITCH FEATURES

language n 1ts November 2000 agreement (also Att. 3.2, Section IV.G), but Qwest made Escheion amend
that agreement in July of 2001 to obtain AIN features at retail rates (7-8 months after Qwest made them
avaitable to McLeod)}.

4 See Ex E-DD (Qwest CMP notice PCAT_VMSwUNE-P_v1).

* LLanguage similar to that in the Minnesota [CA (see Att. A to Ex. E-FF) also appears in the Arizona ICA.

See, e g, Att. 2, 11 5; Part A (fourth Whereas clause), Part A, 152,
® While Qwest may need to notify CLECs through CMP of the availability of these features, it does not
need to delay availability of the features while domng so See Eschelon's Comments, footnote 21, and Ex
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Based on the record in this proceeding, the Staff has made reasonable recommendations regarding
documentation and verification of information when Qwest claims that features are unavailable to CLECs
because they are not activated or loaded 1n the switch  See Second Report, p. 11, 19 45-47. Qwest
disagrees with these recommendations  See Qwest’s Comments, pp 6-8. Qwest's claim that existing
processes already address the Staff’s recommendations is incorrect. Qwest does not provide the
straightforward and readily available vendor information described by Staff There is no mention of it in
Qwest’s Spectal Request Process (“SRP”), and even if that process applies, the SRP imposes unknown and
unpredictable individual case basis (“ICB") pricing just to obtain readily available vendor information
With respect to costs that Qwest asserts, there 1s no process to verify those costs. As recommended by
Staff, Qwest should be required to “receive Commission approval of the charges subject to true-up ”

C. TRAINING

As indicated in Eschelon’s Comments (p. 15), Eschelon supports Staff’s recommendation that
Qwest take certain steps to ensure its employees are trained in proper processes. See Second Report, p 12,
99 50-51 Eschelon asked the Commission to adopt this recommendation and, when doing so, clarify that
the Staff’s reference to CMP is meant to ensure CLEC participation i the survey process (and not just
recept of notice, 1f any) through CMP. Qwest disagreed with the Staff’s recommendation and pointed to
its exusting survey as evidence that the recommended actions were unnecessary. See Qwest’s Comments,
p 11 Inconducting that survey, Qwest’s survey company representatives have called CLEC
representatives out of the blue to ask questions that Qwest designed with no CLEC input When William
Markert of Eschelon received such a call in the middle of a busy day, he asked Qwest to provide the
questions in writing so that he could consider the questions and give meaningful answers. Qwest’s survey
company representative said no A better process is needed.

Thus is true of Qwest’s traiing generally. It needs improvement. In many instances, when
problems occur, Qwest’s response is that the problem was caused by a non-compliance 1ssue and that re-
tramning 15 needed In the situations discussed during the Workshops, long delays resulted from
miscommunications and contradictory information provided by Qwest personnel. See Second Report, p.

12, 9 50. Better up-front processes are needed to prevent these problems. In particular, a streamlined

E-FF, pp 2-3. In any event, Qwest could initiate any needed CMP steps now to avord delay, instead of
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process 1s necded, as recommended by Staff, when these problems occur to avoid the types of delay that
occurred In these situations  See «d 99 50-51 The Commission should adopt the Staff’s recommendations.

D. DSL - DISCONNECT IN ERROR

The length of time it takes to restore service when Qwest disconnects a CLEC customer’s DSL

service in error is a very important 1ssue  Staff made the following recommendation:
Staff disagrees with Qwest that there 1s no need to impose a shorter restore interval for this

problem If Qwest disconnects a DSL service in error, this is the equivalent to a trouble condition.

The DSL repair out of service commitment interval, therefore, should be used to restore service.

This commitment should be documented in Qwest repair process procedures (Qwest Product

Catalog (PCAT)-Maintenance and Repair Overview and Standard Interval Guide)
See Second Report, p 17,72 The Commussion should adopt this recommendation
When Eschelon converts a customer from Qwest to Eschelon, Qwest at times disconnects the customer’s
DSL m error For example, the Customer Service Record (“CSR”) may be inaccurate and show the DSL
on the wrong Ime  Although the error is Qwest’s error, Qwest has said that its policy is to provide the
CLEC the lengthy standard interval before Qwest will restore the DSL to the end-user customer,
Therefore, the CLEC’s end-user customers can wait days for their DSL service to be restored, when 1t
never should have been disrupted For some business customers that rely heavily on DSL service, a
disruption in DSL service can be as important or more important than a disruption in voice service If
Qwest disconnects the DSL service of one of its retail customers n error, Qwest retail is unlikely to tell the
customer that Qwest’s policy 1s to make the customer wait for days to restore the customer’s DSL service.
Although Qwest states that, despite its policy, 1t “works with” the CLECs 1o attempt to restore service
earlier, there 15 no commitment to do so The Commuission should establish an interval for this purpose, as

recommended by Staff

E. MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR — DISCRIMINATION

Staff agreed with Eschelon that the issue it raised with respect to discrimination in providing a
statement of time and materials to retail customers but not CLECs was important and needs to be resolved
See Second Report, p 21, 186 Qwest states in its Comments that “this change request was successfully
deployed on June 25,2003.” See Qwest’'s Comments, p. 16. That is incorrect Deployment has not proven

successful, and unresolved issues remain. Change Request number SCR070202-1X has not been closed n

waiting until after FCC 271 approval.

-14-



CMP 7 It remains open and in CLEC Test status ® Qwest had to take back the 1ssues to its system
developers because Eschelon was unable to view any notices on the web site Qwest developed for this CR
There was discussion about putting it back in development phase, and that may happen if the 1ssues are not
resolved As recommended by Staff, Qwest should advise the Commussion when this process 15 agreed
upon and actually implemented See Second Report, p. 21, { 86.

F. MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR — UNTIMELINESS OF BILLS

Eschelon discussed this 1ssue at pages 18-20 of its Comments. In Qwest’s Comments, Qwest
states “In order to meet Qwest’s 60-day back billing policy, maintenance and repair charges will not be
processed 1f the date on which the work was completed 1s 45 days or more in arrears of the process date ”
See Qwest's Comments, p. 16 As shown by the example on page 19 of Eschelon’s Comments, however,
Qwest claims to Eschelon that 1t 1s proper under the same policy to send a bill 75 days after the repair work
was completed The Commussion should adopt the Staff’s recommendatien, with the clarification that the
bills will be sent to the CLECs within 45 days of the repair date.

G. LOSS AND COMPLETION REPORTS

Eschelon discussed this issue at pages 17-18 of its Comments. In Qwest’s Comments, Qwest
states that “the change request associated with this recommendation was successfully depioyed on June 25,
2003." Tt is not the case that all of the 1ssues relating to loss and completion reports were resolved on June
25,2003 There 1s still an open action item n CMP Qwest has said in root cause analysis that it is
implementing a change by the end of the month but has provided insufficient information about the change
or the reason for the change to analyze this promise,

If Qwest had agreed to re-open the CR relating to timely and accurate loss and completion reports
when problems re-surfaced, the CR could be placed in “CLEC test” status. Qwest opened an action 1tem
instead, however, and action tems do not carry such status designations. Particularly because there have
been numerous problems with the loss and completion reports that have extended over a long period of
time, the Commuisston should require Qwest to ensure that 1t has completed the necessary work by requiring

Qwest to perform a test Qwest should be required to complete a comparison of the losses and completions

7 This is a crossover CR. See aiso PC070202-2X. .
% The July CMP munutes are not yet posted on Qwest’s wholesale web page. When posted, the minutes

should reflect this status.
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to the reports for resale, UNE-P, and unbundled loop, for a pertod of at least 30 days, to determine whether
the reports are complete and accurate.” The Commission should require Qwest to provide the results of the
comparison to the Commussion and notify the Commission when the issue 1s resolved

H. APPLICATION OF RATES: DS1 CAPABLE LOOPS

As indicated 1n Eschelon’s Comments (pp. 4-11), since June, 2003, CLECs have experienced a
Jjump in the number of jeopardy notices for DS1 capable loops on the grounds of “service inquiry” for lack
of qualified facilities (1 e, held orders). The problem has accelerated. At the time of filing Comments last
week, Eschelon reported 13 1n 25 days 1n Arizona. In the last week alone, Eschelon has received an
additional 10 of these service inquiry jeopardy notices for DS1 capable loops n Arizona

Since providing the DS1 capable loop information in Eschelon’s Comments, Eschelon has
obtamed additional information about this 1ssue '° An inadvertent Eschelon dispatch and an end user
customer chsclosure have led to discovery of information that shows that, despite Qwest’s representations
to the contrary, facilities are available at customer premises when Qwest says no facilities are avaiiable 1
Both of these examples show that Qwest’s claim that facilities are not available for DS1 capable loops so
that construction 1s needed is not valid. Chronologies, with specific details (such as the identification
numbers), for these examples are attached as Exhibits E-KK and E-LL."> An anti-competitive internal
policy shift at Qwest after receiving 271 approval in virtually alt of its states, and not a genuine need for
construction of facilities, has led to the unjustified increase in number of held orders for DS1 capable loops

1. Example One: Qwest Claims No Facility Available, But Eschelon Inadvertently
Discovers Facility is Enstalled and Working

® Losses are also on the Completion report Qwest should find the losses on the Completion report and then
determine whether it can find the same losses on the Loss report for the same date. In doing this
comparison, 1f Qwest finds errors, Qwest should perform root cause analyss to determine the cause of the
errors and correct them. If Qwest 1s correct that the issue 1s resolved and can be closed, the companson will
show that the Loss report is accurate.

1 Eschelon also encloses emails and CMP notices received from Qwest on this issue as Exhibits E-HH
(emails), E-IT and E-JJ Although Qwest has had this information all along, others have not Other CLECs,
such as Covad and Mountain Telecommunications in Arizona and Cbeyond 1n Colorado, are also
expertencing the same problem.

' Eschelon could not provide these examples in the muttal Comments because the information had not yet
come to Eschelon’s attention. If Qwest objects that it has not had an opportunity to reply, Eschelon has no
objection to giving Qwest additional time to reply to the examples Eschelon provides here.

12 Because of the inadvertent nature of these discoveries, Eschelon cannot predict when or how it will learn
of such mformation These two examples happened to have occurred in Utah and Washington. The same
Qwest policies and processes apply 1n Arizona as in those states, as shown by the region-wide CRUNEC
notices that Qwest 1s applying throughout its territory. See Exs 1[-JJ.
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In the first example (see Ex. E-KK), Eschelon submitted a Local Service Request (“LSR™) on June
5, 2003 and requested a due date of June 16, 2003 to mstall a DS1 capable loop. On June 6, 2003, Qwest
sent Eschelon a confirmation notice (“LSRC” or “FOC”) that confirmed the due date and contained the
circuit identification (“ID”) number for the DS1 capable loop to be delivered m response to Eschelon’s
order Between June 11, 2003 and July 22, 2003, Qwest sent several jeopardy notices to Eschelon
regarding this order Cne of these notices (the second to the last notice) stated that the “Order is released
with 7/21/03 recommut date " Therefore, Eschelon followed 1ts processes to be prepared when the DS1
capable loop was installed on July 21, 2003.

The next day, on July 22, 2003, Qwest sent another jeopardy notice (the most recent one), which

stated “Local Facility Defective” and contained no estimated due date.



This time, however, the comments to the notice also stated. “Service inquiry — no gqualified facilities
available” A “service inquiry” jeopardy notice is a notice to CLECs that facilities are not available (1 e, a
held order} Although the order went held, Eschelon had already scheduled a technician dispatch for July
23,2003 based on the earlier notice. Due to the shortness of time between notices, Eschelon had not
stopped 1ts internal process It had not canceled the dispatch by the Eschelon technician. Therefore,
Eschelon dispatched a technictan to the customer location on July 23, 2003

The Eschelon technician found the DS1 capable loop circuut wstalled and tagged with the circurt
ID number at the customer premise. Because the Eschelon technician did not know the erder went held,
the technuician performed routine procedures (test calls, surfing, efc.) to ensure the circuit was working for
voice and data
The Eschelon technician followed procedures and called Eschelon to close out the order Much to the
technician’s surprise, the technician was told that, according to Qwest, no facilities were available.

In fact, the very same allegedly non-existing facility had been installed and was working. The
Eschelon technician has confirmed that the circuit ID number on the working DS1 capable loop was the
very same as that on the LSRC (FOC) provided to Eschelon See Exs. LL-MM (photographs showing NIU
and circuit ID at customer demarcation location — “demarc”) ° The working DS1 capable loop is the one
that Eschelon ordered and Qwest said was not available

If Eschelon’s techmcian had not been inadvertently dispatched, Eschelon would have had no way
of knowing that a working facility was in place Qwest did not notify Eschelon of this  Qwest’s position is
that, when Qwest says there are no facilities available, Eschelon must follow Qwest’s twice revised no-
build construction policy
(“CRUNEC™) If Eschelon had done so n this case, Qwest would have required Eschelon to pay a Quote
Preparation Fee (“QPF™") (which in Arizona could be approximately $1,600} and pay for “construction” of
facilities to serve this customer. In addition to the high costs, Eschelon would have had to spend months
following Qwest's CRUNEC process steps (see Ex. II), if the customer would have waited that long
Meantime, the factlity would have been there all along, without Eschelon’s knowledge. If the customer got

fed up with the delays, the facility was there for Qwest Retail’s use.

13 The circuit ID number begins with “HCFU » This code is used for DSI capable loops.
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2. Exampie Two: Qwest Tells End User That Qwest Can Provide Service in Three Days
When Eschelon’s Order is Held for Lack of Facilities.

[nt the second example (see Ex E-NN), Eschelon submutted an LSR on July 8, 2003 and requested
a due date of July 23, 2003 to install a DS! capable loop Qwest sent a confirmation notice that confirmed
the due date and contained the circuit ID number for the DSI1 capable loop to be delivered in response to
Eschelon’s order On July 21, 2003, Qwest sent a jeopardy notice to Eschelon indicating that facilities
were not available The notice stated “Unavailability or lack of outside plant or buried service wire
Outside plant includes all facilities - wire cable, terminals, carrier, cross connecting devices, etc.” and the
jeopardy notice contained no estimated due date. The next day, Qwest sent another jeopardy notice.'*

Neather notice provided an estimated due date for installing the DS1 capable loop

" This notice stated: “Unbundled only/RTT Issued.” It is unclear what this means
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On July 23, 2003, the end user customer contacted Eschelon He said that he spoke with an
employee in Qwest's Engineering department The Qwest employee told the end user that there was a T1"
due today and there should be absolutely no problem putting a T1 at this address. The customer said that
Qwest also said that 1t could hook 1t up 1n three days if he wanted to go with Qwest.

The end user then told Eschelon he was gowg to check the demarc at his location. The end user
found a circuit at the demarc. As with the other example, the circuit 1D 15 the same circuit ID that Qwest
provided for the DS1 capable loop on the LSRC (FOC) sent to Eschelon The DSI capable loop at the
demarc ts the one that Eschelon ordered and Qwest said was not available to Eschelon Qwest told the
customer, however, that the facility would be available through Qwest Retail within three days When a
CLEC has to tell a customer that there will be an indefinite delay in an order due to lack of facilities, but
(Qwest Retail can provide those facilities within a few days, the competitive disadvantage 1s clear Qwest 1s
using 1ts alleged need for construction to place its competitors at a disadvantage and improperly winback
customers

These examples specifically, and the increase in number of jeopardy notices for service inquiry
{no build) for DS1 capable loops generally, raise questions that should be answered before Qwest receives
any posttive recommendation as to 271 approval,

1. CONCLUSION

The Commission should adopt the recommendations of the Staff 1n the Second Report with
respect to resolution of the impasse issues, with the clartfications discussed here and in Eschelon’s
Comments With respect to compliance with 271, several of the items require follow up action. Qwest
should complete those actions and verify comphance before obtaining a positive 271 recommendation.
Eschelon also asks the Commission to first require Qwest to undo the changes it has made (and suspend
those 1t 1s making pursuant to the twice revised CRUNEC policy) to 1ts processes -- thereby decreasing the
number of jeopardy notices for service inquiry/no build -- until Qwest brings those changes and associated

rates to the Commuission and obtains approval

1> DS capable loops are often referred to as “T1s.”
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July 25, 2003 ESCHELON TELECOM, INC.

By:

Karen L. Clauson

Eschelon Telecom, Inc.

730 2nd Avenue South, Suite 1200
Minneapolis, MN 55402-2456
(612) 436-6026
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Exhibits

E-DD (CMP notice for voice mail with UNE-P in MN)

EXHIBIT E-DD

Qwest Voice Messaging Services (VMS) with Unbundled
Network Elements-Platform (UNE-P) — V1.0

History Log (Link biue text to Replace Existing Download With Attached history log )

Product Description

Qwest Voice Messaging Service (VMS) is available in Minnesota with compatible
Unbundled Network Elements — Platform (UNE-P) services. VMS with UNE-P provides
voice mailbox service functionally equivalent to the Qwest Retail business and residential
VMS offerings. For information on VMS functionality and operability refer to Qwest
Voice Messaging (ink blue text to http.//qwest.com/wholesale/clecs/features/vmsres.html }
for residential and Qwest Business Voice Messaging Service General Information (link blue
textto http://qwest.com/wholesale/clecs/features/bvmsgi.html )
The following VMS services are available with UNE-P:
¢ Listen Only Mailbox — Business Only (link blue text to

http /flwww gwest com/wholesale/clecs/features/fombxbus html)
¢ Mailbox Only- Residence Only (iink blue text to

http //qwest com/wholesale/clecs/features/imbxres html)
¢ Transfer Mailbox — Residence and Business (link blue text to.

http /'www gwest com/wholesale/clecs/features/transmbxresbus htmi)
o Voice Maii Mailbox ~ Business Only (hnk biue text to

hitp //'www qwest com/wholesale/clecs/featues/vmmbxbus html)

The following VMS features and services are avallable with VMS:

» Additional Message Capacity - 50/100 Residence and Business (link blue text to
http /'www qwest com/wholesale/clecs/featuresfamc50_100resbus html) adds a capacity of
50 or 100 additional messages to a voice mailbox

« Extension Mailbox — Residence and Business (link blue text to
http //www gwest com/wholesale/clecs/features/exmbxresbus html) allows three extensions
to be added to the main mailbox Callers can then leave general messages in the main
mailbox or private messages in individual extension maitboxes

+« Message Notification — Residence and Business (link blue text o
http /Amwww gwest com/wholesale/clecs/features/messnotresbus html) programs the voice
messaging to notify a pager or telephone number when a message Is received

¢ Scheduled Greetings — Business Only (hnk blue text
tohttp //www qwest com/wholesale/clecs/features/schedgreetbus htmi) automatically changes
the end-user's greeting according to an end-user determined schedule. For example, plays
one greeting during open hours and another during closed hours.

= Routers aliow the end-user to program a main greeting that directs callers to leave a
message for different people or departments The BVMS offers two types of routers:
e (Call Routing — Business Only (link blue text to

http /iwww qwest com/wholesale/clecs/featues/callroutbus html}
e Call Routing to Number - Business Only (link blue text to
hitp //www qwest com/wholesale/clecs/features/callroutnumberbus html)
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e Call Router Traffic Study — Business Only (Link biue text to
http //www gwest com/wholesale/clecs/features/calirouttrafficbus htmh)

You must determine and order features that are available, serve the end-user’s needs, and
are compatible with the end-user’s equipment.

The following standard features are automatically provisioned with VMS mailboxes
serving residential end-users: Autoplay, Call Sender, and Check Receipt. For feature
descriptions refer to Qwest Voice Messaging. (link blue text to:
http://qwest.com/wholesale/clecs/features/vmsres html)

Complete instructions on setup and operation of Voice Messaging Service can be found in the
Voice Messaging User Guide (Link blue text to
http /'www gwest com/residential/pdf/VoiceMessaging pdf)

The optional vertical switch features Call Forwarding and Message Waiting Indication
are used with VMS. For feature information, refer to the UNE-P Features Matrix (tink
blue text to hitp //www gwest com/wholesale/clecs/features/unepfeatures htmi).

Availability
Qwest VMS will be available with compatible UNE-P services after Qwest receives
Section 271 approval for the state of Minnesota from the Federal Communications
Commission.
VMS mailboxes are available in Minnesota with compatible UNE-P services provided to
residential and/or business end users. VMS packages are not available.
VMS availability is dependent on the capabilities of each serving Qwest CO switch. You may determine
availability for each switch by using the following resources:
»  The Interconnect Mediated Access (IMA) Graphic User Interface (GUI) Pre-Order functions. For
mstructions on how to check optional feature availability, refer to the pre-order section of the IMA
User's Guide. (link blue text to http /imww gwest com/wholesalefima/guitmauser.htmi)
o The ICONN database, (Ink blue text to http /fwww, qwest com/iconn/) which provides
mformation on Qwest's local network, including optional features activated in each individual
Qwest central office switch, by USOC Some listed features may not be available with UNE-P
e The BVMS Lookup Table provides Business VMS availability, Call Forwarding, and Retrieval
Numbers {Link blue text to http.//'www gwest com/wholesale/gudes/bvms)

In addition to the feature information available by the aforementioned resources, USOCs and FIDs are
described in the Universal Service Crder Codes (USQCs) and Field |Dentifiers {FIDs) Overview
(Ink blue text to http /fusocfidfind qwest com/) Use of the USOC/FID Finder will assist you in
identifying features by USOC and/or FID

Additional information can be found in the Pre-Ordening Overview. {Link blue text to

http /www gwest com/wholesale/clecs/preordering html)

Compatibility & Restrictions o _
Refer to the specific Voice Messaging PCAT links found in the Product Description (link

back to Product Description) to determine capability and restrictions.

Pricing

Rate Structure
When provided with UNE-P, Qwest VMS and Qwest VMS features and services are .
available at retail rates. Qwest VMS recurring and nonrecurring charges may be found in
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state specific Tanffs/Catalogs/Price Lists. (Iink blue text to http /ftariffs uswest com 8000/)
Qwest retail/resale VMS promotions are not available with UNE-P services.

The Feature Change Nonrecurring Charge, USOC NHCVQ, provided in your Interconnection Agreement is
applicabie per order when you add, remove, or change optional switch features on existing UNE-P services,
¢ g. adding, removing, changing call forwarding

Your Interconnection Agreement must include specific terms and conditions te purchase VMS service with
UNE-P service. Contact your Qwest Sales Executive or Service Manager (link blue text to

hitp://www gwest.com/wholesale/clecs/accountmanagers.html) if you need to amend your Interconnection

Agreement.

Rates

Rates can be found in Exhibit A or the specific rate sheet in your Interconnection
reement.

rdering

Ordering Rules

Refer to the specific Qwest VMS PCATs in Product Description (Anchor blue text to the
product description section of this PCAT) for ordering information.

Last Update: August 8, 2003

1 A-ESS™ is a Trademark of Lucent Technologies, Inc.

5ESS® Is a Registered Trademark of Lucent Technologies, Inc.

Centrex Prime®, Centron®, CustomChoice®, Dial Lock®, DID®, Market Expansion Line® and No
Solicitation® are Registered Trademarks of Qwest Communications, Inc.

DMS8™ is a Trademark of Nortel Networks.

Qwest DSL™ and Qwest Stand-By Line™ are Trademarks of Qwest Communications International, Inc.

Scan-Alert™ is a Service Mark of Amenitech.

-25-




E-EE (OQwest data response re. AIN to McLeod)

WE d 4803 TR LN FOS Wi E 30 usie ESCHEL i Rum » Laagsid Dt
Hianasgta
PAILIC-GF- 527
BYCH 23-30)
INCERYTIR Tashelos Teidoon, toc

REguE®l MO, 0ol

{4 responas o DO HUE, Qusat states char Pechelow amld have Lo give up ALY
faaturss and Dlreckory Listiuge cucrsntiy providad purkuAst & {6s Agtanmpnr
With Gweat since Thomn Fearcres Ao not included in bie Melacd WTTesRAL,

& Loer Qwest achumlly provide AIN featuses v Mgleod in oot unetion with
UBE-H, wwen though ir (e sor seatad 1 the Xozeod agreement?

k. bows Qwest pruvide Directory Izseimge ug Molegd fn soniunctlos sich
UNE-H, even Theowes: [u i# not staced ip the Noland agresnsusty

(3=t t

& Qwest doss provide cartals AR Testures to Meleod in conjenction wirdh
WNE-M et Reball rares. CORLIRCY £O T masumptlios in mhas rmquest, Ouset s
saresment wich Moleod providen for Woleed to punchese features ar Ratail
catne.  dwe AsTachwaxc )0, Seexiaa iV.G.

Do Queet dows provide derectory 16stings o Molsod fn comiuactica wich
MEE-N.  Castracy o the assumpticn bo chis regusel, Antachmens 3.3, CIL.0. of
thelr Oet. 2000 wgrwenant sSECasnes thin igage

Geagundencs RAnthany Waskimgnon

226-

- LUE

-

L - TS




E-FF (MN letters re. voice mail with UNE-P, with attachments)
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Qwest
1864 Cahforman, oo 2448
Denver CO 50202

He  owe mut wih UNE-P, Notios of Braseh Pursaant 1o Pact A, prragraph
28 pf the Minnceow Ineranneotion Sgresmnt

rear Dorectin of {ntercommwstion Complisnse’

Eschiulon providos this Nobuw 1o Qwest of 1 mmteriak breach of the Munnesois
I nerecection Agmecrmera {*1CA ™) berwesn (Qwest and Eschelon. We have proviously
apprised Juson Tegm, FoAnn Hunsen, wnd Joun Novak of Qwest 6f this bresch ond zow
tkso provide formal notios pursuant 1o Pin A, persgiraph 28 of the TCA. Fscaclon s
erstihed v ke riin e weith LINER, bist Qwest will not process LIKE-P orders with
wice madl under dw [CA  Crvet's conducd is » boeach of dw ICA

Anuchiit 4 b 1his notice oomising sxcoms from the 10A banguage.
Attt B os @ prapused 104 mnandoent thet conlaing lenguage idcaticed w that
athueraise sgreed 1o Ty Grwest s Minmesos, but which Qwest will ot sgn,  Atlachmest
C 15 1 wroen sbiot of 8 Crwvat yysems sdit seror measage jrckicating that Qs seflised an
wrder that Escheion pluced tockey i Minneso aa the grouads that Bsclebon requenad
woaee madl with LEVE-P.

Exinting 1CA poverns Uinder the mems of the cstung 1CA between Qwast and
Eschelon, Eachelnn may bath prder cumblsaTions wed resel] volee mad, whach wadithe
Eschelvn 13 arder vasce mnil with UNE-P a1 mses spproved bry the Commsssaon. Sev,
. . Avochment A {contwining excerpts from the imvencoinectean agreemen! [agutge).
Quspr haa Jomg taken (e posichon thes s LCA languogs i longer applies (appaccaily
bued upon change of Taw provislons)  Quest unilatemily mide thie dozsin sbain the
TCA saserpretstion and cnfnoed i1 oo interpestation by el such orders. Sinee
them, wes agread w chiscige 158 pawsbion a the 271 procoedings  (vwesl agnesd 1
proviie voisu mail with UNE-P upon 371 spproval. Qreest bas obtamed FOC 271
appeoval Tor Minnesow. Therefore, the cismed grounds foe rellsing oo bonor de (CA
Inguage 70 Jonger xist. Novethaiess, (weit bas memned Huchelon (e st will nue
proside vosce mall with UNE-P uader the ICA,

. vost swd o regiires an ICA smentavent hefone processiog sy mehardisz (¢
camruxt, Qs Hid mn arnend the H0A whes it previons]y decided not o offtr voloe madl

T Saown] Avemsg South o Sabe 1100+ Mimmaprin, SV 3542 = Nalor BRED P00+ Facsimible (01T A7t
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E-GG (AZ voice mail with UNE-P amendment)
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EXHIBIT E-GG
Cwnst Vows Messaging Senace with UNE2 Armencirert
To ke
Intercornection Agreamanl
tatweon
Crwagt Corporgtion
And
Eschoion Tewcom of Arzona, ing.

it

Thig i an Armendmant {"Amendment”) ko ths intereannecion Agresment betasen Crasat
?mcraman (CQwest’), & Colorads carporation, ang Eschelon Telacom of Anzona, tn

RECITALY
WHERAS, the Partias entated 10 an INHCOraaciion Agroemant, ko sendce in thw
et of Anzons, thet wis approved by the Artzona Comporsbon Commesion
(Commisson’) on Apnt 28 2000 a8 refwrenced i Gocket No. 62429 (‘Agreement’),
and

WHEREAS, tha Partos wish 10 amend the Agroement sder e tome sk sondiiom
conained harsn,

AGREEMENT

NOW THEREFORE. 1 comsikboratian of the mutust Termy, covereds sad condiions
contaired i e Amendment and cliver good and valusbie somsiterstion, the receipl am
sufticiancy of which i heneby acindwindped, the Paties ave as foliowa:

Amensimeat Temy

Tha Agresmiec is hansby atranded by ddieg Tarms, sandifons snd rss for Qwest
Viice Massaging Servwca with UNE-P, a5 wet forlh in Aflachmen] 1 and Exhibil A,
attachext hiielo and INCHIHOrskd Barein

Fabes 1 Exflit A wd nilige? legaity binding dtcisons of v Comriesian and shal ba
appiad on a proupecive baves frorm e effecive daty of Bw legrily Binding Commisson
n, uniésy oferwie ardamd by the Commisson

Effoctive Daia

This Aanendment 2had be desmad slferive upen appravel by te Commission; hewewt,
Wi parties may agree S0 mplemert the provigions of e Arrendment upon execution
To sccarnmodste thve need. CLEC must pemarate, it neowmssary, an Lpdatsd Customar
Quantcanarg in acditon o 1he Questionasine, 5l systen upcutes wil asad to be
compietsd by Gwest  CLEG will ba notifiad when all syskem changéa have bean made.
ACLuEE ordel PROCESENg My begin once Hese requitements neve besn mei

Amancimeats; Walvers
The provisions of this Agrearnent, Inciding i provisons of 1y sexntencs, mtvmlbﬁ
armanded, rodified or suppleTanied, Bnd waivers or consents 1o departires from

Ay TE. FOLemc Eacnaian AT *
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provisiors of this Agresment mdy not be guen sl the wWtEe Sorsen hstn
beth Partiea’ authorized representative. No warmr by any party of any defiaoit,
mEsrepresetation, or bmach of aaranty oF SIvnant Bereunder, whelhet Intantional or
net, wat be deamed to exterd to soy prior of subsequenst dafaull, msrectesentallon, o
braach of warranty or covismant barsunder or afiect in any way any rights arteng by
vtk of #ey £00F Or SUbSSGUEN] BLICH DOCUenNCS

Entire Agreemeny

Thig Arnandrient (inclucing the docurmaity refend 1 horia)] constiuiss the A0 and
antire Amendament and suparsades any pror understaadiogs, dgnesmants, o
rearssartabons by or hetvaon tha Paeties, wiithin or 20, £0 the miter! they raiais it any
wiy o the sublects of this Amerdrmaent

The Parties wdarkng 1o be ingaly bound Sove sxecuted thes Arrendment as of the dwes
sa orin ealow 1n mRatiplo courierparty, pach of winch ix geermect an orgingl, bl a8 of
winch SEal CONSTutE e Md the Same inramee,

Eachwion Telocom ot Arizan, e, Qwesl Corporation
S
-

Autreraed Satature Authonzed Signmtury
Richard &, Sk

Mame PrintediTyped Name PrinbucdfTypod
Prngident wnd Chiel Dponting Officer

T itk

Juiy 28 2008

Daw )
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ATTACHMENT 1
Afzona Vows Kassaging Servica
Wilth Uindstidiand Nebawork Eleiments — Plafom [LINE-PY
Daxeription
17 Crwes Voies Meezaging Sarvca (VIAS) with UNE-P
Tarme and Conditions

21 Qwest WMS will bz avaitabie snd CLEC may order new or netan exitting
‘west WME with compatible UNE-P servcas,

22 CLEC will ordar residontial Qweat YMS for CLEC seexierimt Bod User
Custeracs and Bussnss Chvast 'YMS for CLEC busnesn End User
Custerrars

23 MG @ nat an Unbunited Netwark Bwnent

130 Raw Elamants.
3t Ses Qwest Anzons Exhange snd Network Sanvices Tarll, Catalog, and
Price it for sophicabls VMS Racurring and Nonrscuming Rates.
A2 VMS provsied Wit UNE-F camiinations ane provided at Qwest retall
N
Sty 3 R i BschubnaA L H
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EXHIBIT A
Arizsma

A

fawes! Yorce Measaging Service (VNS See Owest Arizona Exchangs 8nd

1
| ety UNE.® Sadwurk Servoss Tanfl, Catalog, and Prce |
' Lisk T sppkGasie VNS Recurming and
{ Horsucuering Rabes

iy 5 TS e ian EAAT L)
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